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Bef ore THOVAS, CARM CHAEL, and BARRY, Adninistrative Patent

Judges.
BARRY, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on the appeal under 35 U S.C. § 134
from a patent examiner's final rejection of clainms 1 through

20, which are all the clains in the application. An anendnent

! Application for patent filed March 22, 1994.
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was filed after the final rejection on June 20, 1996 but

denied entry by the exam ner.?

W reverse.

BACKGROUND

The appellants’ invention permts a user to mani pulate a
gr aphi cal object displayed within a graphical user interface
(GJU). The invention automatically alters values of a
plurality of variables, as well as altering the display of the
object, in response to the user selecting and changi ng the

val ue of another vari abl e.

More specifically, a plurality of interrelated variabl es
define a graphical object, e.g., a bar. A data structure
I ncludes a value for at |east one of the variables. Wen a
user selects the graphical object, the GU displays an editing

wi ndow. The user can change a val ue of one of the vari abl es

2 The exaniner indicated that the portion of the amendnent correcting an
informality in claim 16 should have been entered. W assume this portion will be
entered at a | ater date.
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via the editing wi ndow. Wen the user does so, the invention
automatically nodifies the value of at | east one of the other
vari ables. The invention further nodifies the display of the
obj ect responsive to the user’s changi ng the value of the

ot her vari abl e.

Claim1, which is representative of the invention,

foll ows:

1. A nmethod in a data processing systemfor efficiently
mani pul ati ng a graphi c object displayed within a graphic user
interface in said data processing system said graphic object
bei ng defined by a plurality of interrelated variables, said
nmet hod conpri sing:

di spl aying an editing object within said graphic user
interface in response to a selection of said graphic object by
a user;

permtting said user to alter a value for one of said
plurality of interrelated variables utilizing said editing
obj ect ;

automatically altering a value for at |east one other
variable in response to said user altering said value for one
of said plurality of interrelated variables utilizing said
editing object; and
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automatically altering a display of said graphic object
in response to an alteration of said value for said at | east
one ot her variable, wherein said graphic object is efficiently
mani pul at ed.
The prior art references of record relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appealed clains foll ow
Hogan et al. (Hogan) 5,414, 809 May 9, 1995
(filed Apr. 30, 1993)
Gay et al. (Gay) 5, 437, 008 Jul . 25, 1995
(filed Jun. 23, 1992).
Clains 1-20 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as
unpat ent abl e over Hogan in view of Gay. Rather than repeat
the argunents of the appellants or examner in toto, we refer

to the appeal brief and the exam ner’s answer?® for the

respective details thereof.

OPI NI ON
In reaching our decision in this appeal, we have
consi dered the subject matter on appeal, the rejection

advanced by the exam ner, and the evidence relied on by the

3 The exaniner’s answer i ncorporates the rejection set forth in the final Ofice
action of April 15, 1996 (Final Rejection).
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exam ner to support the rejection. W have al so considered
the appellants’ argunents contained in the brief along with
the exam ner’s argunents in rebuttal contained in the answer.
After considering the record before us, it is our viewthat
the collective evidence replied on and the level of skill in
the particular art would not have suggested to one of ordinary
skill in the art the invention in clains 1-20. Accordingly,

We reverse.

G oupi ng of the clainms

The appellants state that for the appeal the clains
shoul d be considered as a single group. (Appeal Br. at 4.)
Consistent with this statenment, the appellants do not argue

separately

the patentability of the clainms within the rejection.
Accordingly, all clains within the rejection stand or fal
together. W wll, therefore, consider the rejection of claim
1 as representative of all the clains on appeal. See 37

CFR 8§ 1.192(c)(7); Manual of Patent Exam ning Procedure

§ 1206; In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1325, 231 USPQ 136, 137
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(Fed. Cir. 1986); In re Sernaker, 702 F.2d 989, 991, 217 USPQ

1, 3 (Fed. Gr. 1983).

Qbvi ousness of the clains

In rejecting clains under 35 U .S.C. 8§ 103, the patent
exam ner bears the initial burden of establishing a prinma

facie case of obviousness. A prima facie case of obvi ousness

I's established when the teachings fromthe prior art itself
woul d appear to have suggested the clained subject matter to a
person having ordinary skill in the art. If the exam ner

fails to establish a prim facie case, an obvi ousness

rejection is inproper and will be overturned. 1n re
Rijckaert, 9 F.3d 1531, 1532, 28 USPRd 1955, 1956 (Fed. Cir
1993). Wth this in mnd, we analyze the exam ner’s

rejection of the appeal ed cl ai ns.

Regarding claim1, the exam ner observes that Hogan
teaches “displaying an editing object,” “permtting said user
to alter a value,” and “autonmatically altering a display.”
(Final Rejection at 2.) This observation is not disputed by

the appellants. (Appeal Br. at 5.) The exam ner recogni zes
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t hat Hogan does not teach the clainmed step of autonatically
altering a value for at |east one other variable in response
to the aforenmentioned altering of the value. (Final Rejection

at 2.)

The exam ner notes that Gay discl oses establishing
nunerical relationshi ps between graphical objects, such that
the size of one object affects or controls the size of the
other. (ld. at 3 (citing Gay, col. 6, IlI. 33-37 and 46-54).)
Based on Hogan’s teaching of ensuring consistency between data
in a local store and in a database system col. 5, Il. 8-21,
the exam ner opines that it would have been obvious to alter
automatically a value for at |east one other variable in
response to the aforenentioned altering of the value to
“ensure[] that interrelated elenments maintain their

i ndependent relationships.” (Final Rejection at 3, 5.)

Qobvi ousness cannot be established by conbi ning teachings

of the prior art to produce a clained invention absent sone



Appeal No. 97-1657 Page 8
Application No. 08/216, 735

teachi ng, suggestion, or incentive supporting the conbination.

In re Geiger, 815 F.2d 686, 688, 2 USPQ2d 1276, 1278 (Fed.

Cir. 1987). The question is whether there is sonmething in the
prior art as a whole to suggest the desirability, and thus the

obvi ousness, of naking the conbination. In re Rouffett, 149

F.3d 1350, 1355, 47 USPQd 1453, 1456 (Fed. GCr. 1998); In re
Beattie, 974 F.2d 1309, 1311-12, 24 USPQ2d 1040, 1042 (Fed.
Cir. 1992).

The Exami ner did not identify a proper teaching,
suggestion, or incentive supporting the conbination of Gy
wi th Hogan. W agree with the appellants that Hogan’s
teachi ng of ensuring consistency between the data in its |oca
store and in its database system woul d not have suggested the
desirability, and thus the obviousness, of conbining Gay with

Hogan to obtain the clained invention.

The conputer system of the Hogan reference inplenents a
graphics interface 10. A graphics engine 12 generates a
di splay, i.e., graph, that depicts data delivered fromrenote
dat abase 11. The di splay conprises graphical objects, each

representing a datum A local data store 14 stores data that
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is the subject of the current display generated by graphics
engine 12. A user nmay change the data by entering new data in
textual formor by manipul ating the associ ated graphica

object via a nouse 26. Col. 3, Il. 44-59; figs. 1-2.

Hogan recogni zes the probl em of ensuring consistency
between the data in the local store and the data in the renote
dat abase. The reference inplenents a “nmessage exchange
protocol” to solve the problem Col. 5, |Il. 8-11. |If a user
changes di spl ayed data, |ink manager 13 sends a nessage to the
dat abase system The nessage includes the updated data so
that the database system can update its copy of the data.
Simlarly, if during presentation of a graph, the user changes
data using the database’ s input neans, the |ink nmanager sends
a message containing the new data to | ocal data store for
update. Id. at |Il. 13-21. Because Hogan already solves the
probl em of consistency, it would not have suggested the

addition of Gay to solve the sanme problem

We di sagree with the exam ner’s position that Hogan’'s

nessage exchange protocol suggests the clainmed interrel ated
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vari ables. (Final Rejection at 3.) As aforenentioned, the
reference’s local store and renote database contain the sane
data. This differs fromthe interrelated variabl es that
define a graphic object as specified in claiml. Rather than
bei ng copies of the sane variable, the clainmed variables are
di stinct and can contain different data. (Appeal Br. at 10.)
As such, the nessage exchange protocol would not have

suggested the conbi nati on of Gay w th Hogan.

For the foregoing reasons, the examner failed to
identify a proper teaching, suggestion, or incentive
supporting the conbination of Gay with Hogan. Therefore, this
statenment of the exami ner’s rejection does not anount to a

pri ma facie case of obvi ousness. Because t he examnm ner has not

established a prinma facie case, the rejection of clains 1-20

over Hogan and Gay is inproper and is reversed.

CONCLUSI ON

To summari ze, the decision of the exam ner to reject

clains 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.
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REVERSED

LANCE LEONARD BARRY
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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